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, The lack ¢f rigorous evaluations and variations in
operation of adolescent diversior programs has led to a state of -
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: .Discrepancies in Diversion Researchg' S : _ i L

Some Possible Explanations ' . R

v :
In attempting to assegs the effectiveness of diversiom, the researcher
/ f

has two basic methodological options. The first is to study fliversion as it

*
A

is)actually*practicea By %yalu ng existing programs. This method gains
. ¢ 1l : o *

its validity from the. fact that it allows an examination of what.happehs when'

the phildsophy and policy of diwversion are transferred into actual practice.
W - ! , .

Unfertunately, this testing of diversion as practiced may not be a fair test

of the actual concept of diversion. The individualé and organizations who

attempt to implement diversiol programs also need to respond to a variety of- .
) . A * o

'econbmic, legal, politibal;(and social concerns. As highlighted in the literature

‘on diversion to date, these concerns result in the variety of mutations of

diversion qbsefved today, with a corresponding inconsistency of outcome results.
A second basic method for addressing the effectiveness of diversion is to-

develop a model program for evaluation. If this program can be developed and *

.administered with minimal external pressures, there is a greater likelihood of

avoiding some of the pitfalls that threaten the effectiveness of other diversion

efforts. Furthermore, the evaluation of the program can be considered a prime -

<

concern, as opposed to an afterthought. Planning the evaluation concurrently

.

“ with the program itself allows for a much more powerful research design than attempt- ,

.

ing to tack an evaluation onto an already'existing progtam. . ®
With :Hese considerations in mind, this latter method (the development and
evaluatioJ.of a model program) is the strategy thag we have employed. Research

was designed to be hn'experimental examination of diversion ag it '"should'" be

w

practiced. .In particular, the f%llowing characteristics of this diversion project
are worthy of note. Tirst, care was taken to insure an appropriate selection

of youth. Specifically, only pdoleécents who would have had further involvement

wi?h the formal juvenile justice system, had the project not been avallable, were .
Aty v . ' I ' ' . ) . ' .
LY .
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accepted into the project. Second, services to .the youth in the project were
provided on‘a_consistent and intense level., Those providing the services \

received considérable-tra&ning and .were caréfully supervised. The relationships

with refgtral agencies (the police and juvenile .court) were strong and positive,
yet the projéct rétained its independence from these agencfés, : _ -

Additional concerns worthy of consideration in such a planned evdluation are

4
[y ¢

alternative or supportive dependent measures ‘and adequate process assessment. -All

too often, official crime rate is too infrequent in occurrence to servelas a sole’

L]

dependent measure in an evaluative pa}adigm though these official rates (measure

of police and court official's behav%gr) are extremely important; The.inclusion T
) : ‘ [

. of self-reported estimates of delinquent behavior should strengthen any design.

On the other hand:, due to the varied diversionary prograﬁs in existence, it is '

Y »

[y

difficult, if not impossible,, to make generalized statements about the utilitf |

of diversionary progra@s'per se. This leads to the necessity for the inclusion_
b .
of extensive procéss meagures designed to assess specifically what processes are

occurring,that letd to the resultant autcome conclusions (Kantrowitz, et al., 1978)

It was felt that developing énd evaluating this strong model of diversioh was

a good place to start in attempting to assess the ef fectiveness of diversion.
1f the program was not effective under these conditioms, <1t would be unlikely
that it would Wwork under the conditions most *programs are forced to dperate. On

the other hand, if iE was effective, It would thep be possible td continue the

‘research to try to begin to understand the conditions that dre responsible for'

{ts success. Having substantially demonstrated positive oVerall'results, the
proje%tlis presently,at‘the stage of attempting to identify these crucial com- \

ponents of the successful use of diversionari intervention programs.’
, . ’ . e
" A'brief history of the project, its method, and its results is in.order.

The project began in 19’3 at the University of Illinois as part of a larger progrém
- . ] . -

designed to assess the effectiveness of uhdergraduate volunteers'working with
o - *
r o '
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various target groups. The adolescent project received referrals from the

polices The youths referred ‘would otherwise have had petitions filed against

‘\‘J
them and would have been sent to the juvenile court. The adolescents were then
¢ ' N . \ ’ N .

rahdomly assigned to the project'or.to a control group that was released outright’
v ' v '

~

Al

with no treatment giveﬁ. The experimental yodth (those assigmed to the project)
] . ’ ) . .

, v ‘ «
weré assigned to an undergraduate who was, trained and s;?ervisedtby members of

_ the project staff (usually graduate students). The student and youth.qu 6-8
* \ ' . - , .
hours of contact every wedk for an 18-week duration. Two intervention strategies

were employed with the youth. The first, behavioral contracting, was designed as p.
an attempt to imprbve the inteqursonal contingencies between the youth’and signifi—

cant others, u'shally‘t;hé parents. The secondy, advocacy, was designed to protect
. ) A}

the youth's rights and to generage and ‘mobilize community resources to fulfill

th® youth's needs. o : “
The Illinois program was Sperated as a research project between 1973 and:1975

- . before the administration was transferred to a community youth agency. The resuits

4

of the research with respect to the youth can be summa®ized as follows. Youths
. \ 1 ] ’l - . v »

y * ’ *
referred to the pspject were far superior to the control group with Yespect to

frequency and seriousness-of police contacts and frequency and seriolisness of

4 «

a ) . court petitions fdiled. These findiﬁgs were true for the petiod during ‘program

intervention as well as during a twd year-followup period. Youth outcomes concern-
]

ing school attendance and grades were not clear-cut, though they tended to indicate ¢
. - . - \ . ) "
‘a positive effect' of program participation. A comparison of the two intervention

techniques, behavioral contracting ana'advo€acy,.indicated that they yere essentiglly -
' | equally effective and superior to the coﬁtrol condition.(Davidson, 1976). A .

.variety of questionnaire measures (including self-report definquency)dfailed to .

Al

,demonstrate significant program effects.

\ -

The 1llinois experience indicated that the practice of diversign héh'some

validity and had displayed ét least some effedtiveness, }s“thgt point it seemed

reasonable to begin to further investigate the salient factors relating to this

AN *
. . TN
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effectivenesé."One”step in this direction was to.replicate the program in

. .
.

S S ' . .
anotherusq;ting to'detexminsqif some unique characteristics.associated with the
. . ! ‘ ) . . . . . ‘ . °
original setting were responsible. The Adolescent Diversion Projeet was repli-

cated at Michigan State University beginning in 1976.. The only significant
\changé’ihithe program's operations was that referrals came frgﬁ the countg probate
‘court as opposed to the police (the referral point is immediétely after a

preliminary hearing has been held to investigate the case). Youth refexred to

the project are randothly assigned to the project or a control group. , The control

4 [4

group is'returnea to the court's intake division,where they then receive the"
i o | i :
normal court treatment, '

' . 4
The basic contragting/qdvocacy intervention Aas continued to be employed.

Results indicate that youths recelving this treatment consiétently had fewer

-

and less serious pelice and court contacts. Again, school related outcomes

. . \

have been mixed. While self-report results have not been consistent,'it appears’

that the diverted youth report less delinquént behavior than do-youth receiving .

normal court treatment. As noted earlier, official delinquency (as measured by
police  and éourt records) and self-reported délinquency each have their owna.\
advantgges and d}sadVantages as measures of aelinquency. To haQe the hive;ted

youth show less delinquency by both methods of measurement hélps bu}ld a strong
;case for the ef?éctiveneés of this version of diversion.

Again, one of the purposes of replicgting the project hés beeh to dissect
the model in order'to moré clear ideﬁtify wha; coﬁponen?} of diversion (as
praéﬁiced in thé Illinois project) made {t succégsful. Therefore, several

‘dimensions of.the interventidn have been ;aried at differeht times in order to
more carefully explore tﬂe usefulness of: diversion. Youth referred to the brojécf
wgre»ran{omly assigned.qot onlf to ;roject and contrél groups,'buﬁ éls; randomly
assigned.go différent greatment conditions' within the projeft“ Studépts working

fl .

with the_youih were also randomly assigned to groups whicwh received different
¢ training, instruction, and supervision representiéi these different interventions,
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Vatiations qecurred in the content and thtensity of training, as well as in

the iﬁteﬁsity of. supervision. These different conditions and their outcomes

.

will briefly be discussed below.

. . -
Each'gxoup_was designed-to experimentally test hypothesgs about the sali?nt

-
.

factors in the model. For instance, it was hypothesized that perhaps the

specific techniques of coﬁtracting.and advocacy were of minimal importance and

that instead,TEBECific techniques using a different ﬁheorefical foundation and

- - “

content would be as effective. To test this, a "relationship" condition was
. ) . ‘ ' . \ ' N . .
constructed, in which the students were given training and practice 'in using

relationship building'communication'and problem-solving skills. The intervention

Ry

. cpnsisted of-the students developing a relationship with the youth and helping

.the youth to understand and modify his/her situation and n%eds within the frame-

work of interpersonal relationships. The outcomes for these youth were only

slightly less favorable than the cohtactingladvocacy group and still superior to

| U
the control group.

Sfudents ih the project had/always receiqu'felatively intensive training -
.and close_supervision of their cases. The extent to whifhikh%s was critical: to
‘the success of the pfoject.was also an :empirical question. Therefore, the'”low-
lntgnsity" condition was formed.’ This condition-was designed to approximate a ' .

more typical situation in which volunteers work with youth. Therefore, the a

L)
’

students received six hours of training (as opposed to the project norm of 20)

which consisted of basic orientation to tWF nature of delinquency, the theories .
that have attehpted'to explain it, the higtory and structure of the juvenile court,

and some general instructiom in gettin aldng with the youth.. After the'students

oy \ o
were assigned to the adolescents, tHey met once a month for supervision (as opposed

to the'project porm'of weekly sdperviéion). Within this low intensity conditign,

one further dlmension was experimentally manipulated. Half of the studenhs were
) = .
trained and *supervised in groups of eight, as were the other students in the project.
. : _ )
b \ o g T - v
v ' . ) / ‘
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' The other half met in a larger group.of 15, This was a further at€hmpt.to match’

fthe'cohditions'of.more "typical" vdlunteer ﬁrogqams. ‘
. o Eséentially, this low intensity condition actgd;aé'an attention placebo.

’ » . ' . g .
While the students in'this_condition saw-. thelr yod&P as f;equently as did students |
N . !’ B . ) .

in the other'conditions, théy were given very Iittle- instructiom as to what'kinds

A
. v A

+ of intervention might be appropriate. This allOWed‘ps to further study the role
of the speci}ic intervention téchniques as"oppbseh to siﬁgly giving the yéuthf

attgptibn (which others have suggested may be responsiblemfor‘the_project's

i

successj. The outcome results showed that‘the low inteﬁsityécondition had signi-

ficantly more court contacts than' the contracting/advocacy groﬁp. " This approach
' \\\4mroduced-recidivism rates no lower than and in some cases higher than anfrols.

-~

’

¥ . : S
Another dimension which has been examined- concerns not what intervention
] ’ . . e

‘techniques ar®t used, but.rather, where they are applied. Much literature. and’

therapeutic attenFioJ has been given to the role of the family in delinquency.

' The contracting/advocacy condition addYesses itself to the family, but is equally
concerned with school, empleyment, peers, and other critical social domains in
the- 1ife of the youth. While these other areas have been considerﬁﬁ important,

it was»unclear whether better results might be obtained bylgiving complete

‘attention to what might be the most ‘important area. Essentia}ly, the difference

is between putting a little effort-into a.lot of areas, or a lot of 'effort in ome

A4
¢ . . '
area. The family condition was given training in contracting and. advocacy, but

. L) oq}yyinstructed in how to apply tﬁese techniques to the family situatdon. Great

- emphasis was placed on -contracting, since it is more relevant to the family than
advocacy. 1In addition,‘}raining_includéd inf&Fmation on the role of the family

. : i \ . . ) i
in delinquency. ’ . : o ﬂ St . 1 )

The relative effectiveness of family intervention versus a more broadly

’ ' ' . . » ) ' .
focused intervention is somewhat unclear. The family condition was superior
. 4 ‘ v

to the control group and slightly less successful than the broader cdntracting/




itself? To help answer'fhat question, a

\ . . * .
~only 4nvolved undergraduates‘from large universities. Presently underway is a
. : . s ,

.degree of independence between diversiom

‘a great diversity of actual practices, aIlﬂoperating4under the

“diversion work? L .

N e o SRR ; o S '
" ) . |" . ) '., . I . .“ "'.' . . . . .. P . . .' ‘ .,
advocacy group, though this latter difference was not statistically signi&i;:nt? o
: . . » . " . \ - .

Results of a second family group will be available soon. W
. ‘ ¥ . . ' )

the

-

A question frequently asked by those.interested in diversion concerns
v L N

progfam and the system from which the

youth héé been diverted. Is it possiblé to have a successful divegéion effort

. ’

if the "diversion" consists offéimply an alternative treatment by the system

) : SR ‘
"court" condition was, established in which

¢ourt staf% train and superﬁise the students working with the youth. The same . .

[

training methods and materials are.used by bath the regular contracting/advocacy - «

k)
3

group and the court group. Only the staff éffiligtion has been varied. OthOme

.

v a

results for this experiment will alse be avhilable soon. ~

A final interesting dimensidh preséntly being investigated conéerns the

characteristics of the people working with the youth. To date, the program has

-~ . -

«| t
comparison of this population

with students from a local community collége; as .
. : < .

well as community volunteers recruited by the court.

*

nThis studX.Will'comparé oo B
the~ef£ect1veness.oﬁ Ehese_phree pobulations in.workiqg,withﬂdiverted youth.

& . ! ‘ N S : . .
By now the'pétte;n ahd'stratégy ofjour effortS'shodld be cle;r. ToJreEap, Y
we stargédfwifﬁ_tHe‘gevelobpenf'Of what we felt was a strong model of -diversion |

% v - . v -, ' . N
if.it could succeed under~positivé'con¢it%gns. After this initial succeés,l

v

+
to see

‘. @ .

\ : ¢ . -
‘we began to look more closely: at the model in order to gain an understanding of ‘the

- . o PN
processes and conditions related to its effectiveness. . ~

- .

. At this point, it is simplistic to as?, do€§ diveré;on_work?' As mentioned

' . " . ' !
. before, there' are simply too many Variat%ons on a themeg. As in any "hot! area,

the rising interest in the concept of diversion has led to a proliferation of

titlevbf diversion.
L] T

»
.

The questions we are attempting teo answer instead are, under ‘what conditions does
: 4

=

‘ * ! . L ' ) - . ’ ' . l:'
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We can now begin to provide some empifically baSed answers to’ this questioﬂ

It appears that what happens to the youth after diversion 18 important. The

natture of . the intervention provided if any,‘can largely affect the chanCes for
-/ C

successful outcomes. Simply giving -the youth personal cOntact.and attention,

e ' ’ . : E . !

even in relatively large doseanis not enough by itself to have'notable'positive

effects. On the other hand;pthe provision of several specific,detailedfforms of
. . . { i B .

Intervention has been succegsful in ‘comparison with the control groups employed.

~ .

In particular, the environmentally based strategies of advocacy and behaviﬁraf;

contracting_haVe'been consistently and conclusively shown tovbe useful. The
resnlts have been strong regar41ess oE;thebbreadth of the-interventidn'(fanily. | _
only versus all sopial do;ainsi. Finally, an intervention method focusing‘onithea.-
reiationship—bu lding and the 1nterpersonal s 1lls of the youth also proved relatively
successful.

Jt.1is -clear that aOCertain degree of intensity of" training and supervising

-~

of those providing the intervention is crucial. The.training-provided to students’

t : . -
. . . . , .
in}rhe project is not only fairly extensive, but also very practical.and specific.’

¢ . . v
. ) a4

The weekly meetings, outside readings and practical exercises, in-class’ demonstra-

o

Y
tions and role plays, .specific ingstructions to students, group problem solving,

and high trainer—supervisor to student ratios all appear to increase the likeiihood

of positive results, thLugh the relative importance'of each of these'components

has not yet been empirically determined. " B -
Ongoing research wili.continue this investigation into the:dynamics of diversion.

_ : _ . .
and intervention. We continue to advpcate the uge of this staged model of research.

At this point, we have a "black box" called diversion which we have seen work under
somé circumstances. We are now'in the proces§ of dismantling this box, ami<; l

removing or'mod%fying some of the components in order to’'better understand what '
factors affect its operation. THis approach 1s costly and timeéconsuming Given

a limited subject population, there are a limlted number of factors that cag,be

1 . k]

tgsted in one period of time. Yet, the results obtained in this manner make a

.




significant_contribution to our understanding-ofAdiversion;

.

.a - SN S R . “ _..
It is only through
/

continuing such exploratory efforts that we can h to alleviate the confusion

~

.

that 8urrounds the concept of diversion and reduce: the discrepancy thet is found

o

in the‘research on‘the effectlveness df diversion.

L]

" Decisions concerning the future
) \

practice of diversion depend on the ability of social ‘science to illuminate_ﬁhese

issues,

e

o
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